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Dear FCC Chairman,Kevin Martin I FCC - MAILROOM 
I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your 
constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the 
unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more 
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who 
uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as 
someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited 
resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones 
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from 
high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly 
detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue 
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC 
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass 
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like 
ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change 
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know 
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 
Edna Mclntyre 
1563 Ribble St 
Saginaw, Mi 48601 



Chairman Kevin J .  Martin 

Washington, DC 20554 
445 12Ih St. sw 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your 
constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the 
unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into 
the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one 
thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who 
uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely 
shou!d not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due 
to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from 
high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly 
detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue 
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC 
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass 
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure 
1 am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my senrice will cost more. And 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change 
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look fonvard to hearing about your position on this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

2135 Regina Drive 
Florence, WI 54121 
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I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) coilection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your 
constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the 
unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into 
the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one 
thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who 
uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely 
should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due 
to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from 
high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly 
detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue 
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC 
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass 
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure 
I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change 
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know 
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

Florence, WI 54121 
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N O V  - 9 2005 
Dear Chairman R 1 GIN AL 
I have serious concerns regarding the Federal 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your 
constituents. includina me. mv friends. familv and neiahbon, will be nwatively impacted bv the - - 
unfair change propo& by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more 
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who 
uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the Same amount into the fund as 
someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited 
resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many lowvolume long distance usen, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones 
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from 
high volume to low-volume uses is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly 
detrimental effect on small businesses all acmss America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue 
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC 
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass 
along" these fees to their customen, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like to 
ensure that I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numben taxed, my service will cost more. 
And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know 
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look folward to hearing about your position on this 
matter. 

(74 Sincerely, 
Judy Alfred 
14062 Corliss Ave N 
Seattle WA. 98133 I 
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FCC Chairman 
Kevin J. Martin 

Washington, D.C. 20554 
445 - 12th st. S.W. 

Dear Chairman Martin: 

This letter is being sent because I have serious concerns regarding the Federal 
Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service Fund 
(USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many people in this country, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

The USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into 
the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee. that means that someone who 
uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the 
fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. People who use 
their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. A flat fee fax could 
cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and lowincome residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones 
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shfiing the funding burden of the 
USF from high volume to lowvolume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it 
would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the 
USF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, 
including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require 
companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like to ensure that I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes 
to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials. the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon 
and without legislation! 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to 
my community. I have contacted my Senators and Congressman concerning this issue 
and have asked their help in stopping this measure to let them know how a flat fee tax 
could disproportionately affect those in their constituency. 

Sincerely, 

Mrs. Jolene Hartman 
971 Hayes Ave. 
Tipton, IA 52772 
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M A B C D E  



1 RECEIVED & INSPECTtD -1 
i 
i NOV - 9 2005 
i 

Federal Communications Commission 
Chairman, Kevin J. Martin 
445 12th St., SW 
Washington, DC 20554 

Dear Chairman Martin: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' position to change the 
Lhiiversal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Myself, and many of my friends, 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of 
long distance a month. People who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable 
monthly increases on their hills. Shifting the funding burden ofthe USF from high volume to low-volume 
users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses 
all across America. 

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which 1 am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While 1 am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their 
customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer 1 would like to ensure 1 am charged fairly. If the FCC 
goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with 
top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and spread the word to my community. I respectfully 
rrquest you reconsider how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those least able to afford it. 

Thank you. 
Sincerely, 

L L  de4 hQnL&L L' L n . 1 v  
Arleen Mendiciuo 
800 N. Main St.. Apt. F8 
Williamstown, NJ 08094 
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Dear Chairman 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your 
constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the 
unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more 
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who 
uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as 
someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited 
resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones 
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifling the funding burden of the USF from 
high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly 
detrimental effect on small businesses all acmss America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue 
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website. including links to FCC 
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass 
along" these fees to their customers. the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like to 
ensure that I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numben taxed, my service will cost more. 
And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my wncems to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know 
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 
David Alfred 
14062 Corliss Ave N 
Seattle WA, 98133 
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FCC 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin 

Washington, DC 20554 
445 12& St. sw 

Dear Chairman Martin: 

I have serious concerns regarding your position to change the Universal Service Fund (USF) 
collection method to a monthly flat fee. I, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively 
impacted by the unfair change proposed by you. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more 
into the system which is how it should be! If you change that system to a flat fee, that means 
that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount 
into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month which is not fair at all. 
People who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones 
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the tinding burden of the USF 
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and u ~ e ~ e s ~ a r y .  In addition, it would have a 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue 
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC 
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass 
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer 1 would like 
ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change 
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you stop this nonsense and leave the fee the way it is! The only thing I 
would change would be to get rid of the fee altogether! 

Thank you for your time. 

Michael Darche No. of copies roc'd 0 
ListABC D E  
- 



Chairman Kevin J Martin 
FCC 

Washington, DC 
445 12'h St sw 

1 November 2005 

Dear Chairman Martin, 

The considered action by the Federal Communications Commissions (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee causes me great concern. Many of your 
constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

You well know that IJSF is currently collected on a revenue bayis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes 
a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long 
distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across 
America. 

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which 1 am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality 
is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my 
service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has 
plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Your sincere consideration of this matter is appreciated. I thank you for your continued work and look forward 
to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Respectfully, 

. -\ 
&zxL-h \&'*+.. 

James Dunn 
3555 NW Elmwood Dr. 
Corvallis, OR 97330 No. of Copies roc'd 0 
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Darlene Geist 
101 Legend Ave Johnstown, Pennsylvania 15905 

FCC, Chairman Kevin J Martin 
445 12thSt SW 
Washington, DC, 20554 

Dear Chairman Martin: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) 
position to change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat 
fee. Many of YOUR constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will 
be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay 
more into the system. Ifthe FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that 
someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount 
into the fbnd as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents 
who use their limited resources wisely SHOULD NOT be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid 
wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up 
their phones due to unaordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding 
burden of the USF fiom high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In 
addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across 
America. The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed 
about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their 
website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not 
require companies to recover, or “pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is 
they do. As a consumer I would like to ensure I am charged fairly. Ifthe FCC goes to a 
numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition’s recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon 
and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to 
my community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting 
them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on 
this matter. 

Cc: Senators Arlen Spector, John Murtha, Rick Santorum 

No, of Copies roc’d 0 
List A B C D E 



November 02,2005 

FCC, Chairman Kevin J. Martin 
445 12th St. SW 
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I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) 
position to change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat 
fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be 
negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay 
more into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that 
someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount 
into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents 
who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like studenis, prepaid 
wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up 
their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding 
burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In 
addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across 
America. 

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the 
USF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, 
including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require 
companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure 1 am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with 
top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to 
my community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting 
them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on 
this matter. 

Sincerely, 

&jcib& X ! i y e w  
Elizabeth Langemeier 
I444 County Rd E 
Scribner, NE 68057-1402 



John S Frost 
2630 Napoleon St 
Indianapolis, IN 46203 

FCC, Chairman Kevin J Martin 
445 12th St SW 
Washington, DC, 20554. 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' 
(FCC) position to change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to 
a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family 
and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the 
FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use 
more pay more into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, 
that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, 
prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural 
consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low- 
volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly 
detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed 
about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their 
website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law 
does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their 
customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am 
charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. 
And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC 
has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the 
word to my community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my 
behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those 
in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your 
position on this matter, 

Sincerely, 

No. of Copies r & d A  
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ec: 96-45 
$Ahf MAlLROOM 1 I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' ( 

position to change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a mo 
fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be 
negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay 
more into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that 
someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount 
into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents 
who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid 
wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up 
their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding 
burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In 
addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the 
USF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, 
including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require 
companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a 
numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon 
and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to 
my community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting 
them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on 
this matter. 

Sincerely, 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 

No. of Copies rw'd 0 
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John R. Weed 
11202 Martin Ave. 
Omaha, NE 68164-6805 

FCC 
445 12th St sw 
Washington, DC, 20554 

cc; 96-45 
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ATTNChairman Kevin J Martin 

Mr. Martin: ORIGINAL 
I have sent the following comments to my elected officials to let them know that I 
strongly oppose your proposed flat tax rate change for the Universal Service Fund. This 
change, if enacted, will eliminate phone service for a large percentage of the US 
population, and ultimately lose a lot of business for the affected phone service providers. 
This is not a wise move. 

“I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions‘ (FCC) 
position to change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat 
fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be 
negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay 
more into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that 
someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount 
into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents 
who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid 
wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up 
their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding 
burden of the USF h m  high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In 
addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across 
America. 

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the 
USF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, 
including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require 
companies to recover, or “pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would l i e  to ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a 
numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition’s recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon 
and without legislation. 
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I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to 
my community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting 
them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on 
this matter.” 

Please reconsider the effects this change will have. 

Thank you, 
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Newt n 
195 1 Woodrun Dr , Montgomery, Alabama 361 17-5008 

Novqmber 12,2005 02:44 PM 

The Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 6-45 

Dear The Federal Communications Commission 

The flat-fee Universal Service Fund proposal is unfair. I urge you to oppose this plan. I am one 
of the millions of consumers that will be unfairly taxed at a higher rate under the flat fee plan 
The flat-fee would mean a tax hike for people like me -- consumers that use prepaid cellular 
phones or make few long distance calls 

I support the Keep USF Fair Coalition, and monitor this issue on their website. Stopping the flat 
fee tax is important to my family - not to mention my pocket book. You will hear from me 
again, until this issue is resolved fairly1 The flat-fee is unfair, and un-American. 

Under the flat fee proposal you are considering, people who make few long distance calls would 
pay the same as people or businesses that make many calls. In other words, low-volume and 
primarily residential customers would bear the same universal service fund burden as high- 
volume residential or business customers I urge you to reject this flat-fee proposal 
Thank you 

cc FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 

Sincerely, 

NewtonJ Bell V 

cc: 

Senator Richard Shelby 
Representative Terry Everett 
Senator Jeff Sessions 


